
Page 1 of 4 
 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF ARKANSAS 

CENTRAL DIVISION 
 
THE CHRISTIAN MINISTERIAL ALLIANCE, et al., PLAINTIFFS, 
 
v. Case No. 4:19-cv-00402-JM 
 
ASA HUTCHINSON,  
the Governor of the State of Arkansas, et al.,   DEFENDANTS. 
 

 
 

ATTORNEY GENERAL LESLIE RUTLEDGE’S RESPONSE 
IN OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION TO COMPEL 

 
 

Defendant Arkansas Attorney General Leslie Rutledge, in her official capacity, for her 

response in opposition to Plaintiffs’ motion to compel her to produce a “working file” of a 

former employee maintained in the Office of the Attorney General (“OAG”), states:      

1. On August 6, 2021, Plaintiffs filed a motion to compel the Attorney General to 

produce a “working file” maintained in the OAG “that specifically relates to redistricting[.]”  

(Doc. 75 at 1).   

2. The motion should be denied as moot because the Attorney General supplemented 

her responses to Plaintiffs’ requests for production in this matter and produced any and all 

potentially relevant and responsive archived electronic files of former AGO employee Tristan 

Greene on Tuesday, August 17, 2021.  See E-Mail from J. Merritt to N. Sheth (Aug. 17, 2021), 

attached hereto and incorporated herein as Exhibit 1.1   

3. As explained on Exhibit 1, the Attorney General had already produced some 

information within Mr. Greene’s “working file” that was determined to be related to Court of 

                                                            

  1 A OneDrive link to the Attorney General’s supplemental document production will be 
provided to the Court upon request. 
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Appeals redistricting.  The Attorney General’s August 17 supplemental production includes 

voluminous information, documents, and data that pertain not only to redistricting for the Court 

of Appeals, but also include all of the documents included in Mr. Greene’s “Redistricting” 

electronic file.  That file includes documents regarding local school board redistricting, 

legislative redistricting, and a number of other irrelevant matters that the Attorney General 

maintains are outside the scope of permissible discovery in this case.  The Attorney General 

nevertheless produced those materials in their entirety in the spirit of cooperation and in an 

attempt to avoid further disputes regarding these documents, subject to and without waiving the 

objections set forth in the Attorney General’s written discovery responses.  In her recent 

supplemental document production, Attorney General Rutledge also produced data files 

maintained by Mr. Greene related to Court of Appeals redistricting along with emails maintained 

by Mr. Greene related to the Voting Rights Act and the U.S. Census.  With this supplemental 

production, the Attorney General has produced everything within Mr. Greene’s archived 

working file on the AGO computer system that is discoverable and potentially responsive to 

Plaintiffs’ discovery requests.  See Ex. 1.   

4. Because the Attorney General has already produced the working file requested by 

Plaintiffs in their motion, the Court should deny Plaintiffs’ motion to compel as moot.  See, e.g., 

U.S. v. Mariano, Criminal No. 11-243 (1) (DWF/SER), 2012 WL 684033, at *1 (D. Minn. Mar. 

2, 2012) (denying motion to compel as moot “in light of the Government’s representation that all 

documentation within its possession pertaining to the [request] have been disclosed to 

Defendant”); Ford v. Metcalf, No. 5:17-cv-00230-KGB-JTK, 2019 WL 4017370, at *2 (E.D. 

Ark. Aug. 26, 2019) (denying plaintiff’s motion to compel as moot when the record showed the 

defendant produced the document plaintiff moved to compel the production of). 
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5. The Attorney General does not believe any of the recently produced documents 

are material to any of the claims or defenses in this case, but if Plaintiffs desire to re-open the 

30(b)(6) deposition of the Attorney General’s designee to ask questions about the supplemental 

production, the Attorney General has no objection to doing so at a mutually convenient date and 

time.  However, because these documents were generated by a former AGO employee who 

worked under a previous administration, it is unlikely the Attorney General’s designee can shed 

any additional light on these materials other than what is apparent on the face of the documents.   

6. The Attorney General requested that Plaintiffs withdraw their motion to compel in 

light of her supplemental production, but they were unwilling to do so as of the filing of this 

response.     

7. For the foregoing reasons, and for good cause shown, the Court should deny 

Plaintiffs’ motion to compel.  

WHEREFORE, Attorney General Leslie Rutledge prays that the Court deny Plaintiffs’ 

motion to compel and for all other relief to which she may be entitled. 
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Dated:  August 20, 2021 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 

 LESLIE RUTLEDGE 
Arkansas Attorney General 

 
Vincent M. Wagner (2019071) 

Deputy Solicitor General 
 Asher Steinberg (2019058) 

Assistant Solicitor General 
 Jennifer L. Merritt (2002148) 

Senior Assistant Attorney General 
Michael Mosley (2002099) 
  Assistant Attorney General 

 OFFICE OF THE ARKANSAS 
ATTORNEY GENERAL 

323 Center Street, Suite 200 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201 
Tel:  (501) 682-1319 
Fax:  (501) 682-2591 
 
Jennifer.Merritt@ArkansasAG.gov 

  
 Counsel for Defendants 
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